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fRErAPPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
, P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

Applicants file this Pro-Appeal Brief in response to the Final Office Action dated October 
25, 2005. All claims (24-45) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(e) as being anticipated by USPN 
6,259,701 (Shur). Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Independent Claims 24. 32. and 39 

Independent claims 24, 32, and 39 recite numerous recitations that are not taught in Shur. 
Applicants select independent claim 24 for discussion. As a precursor to the arguments, 
Applicants provide an overview of Shur and the independent claims, 

Qygryigy ofghpr 

As discussed in the background of Shur, unicast networks use point-to-point 
communication, and multicast networks use point-to-multipoint communication. Generally, 
clients in unicast networks cannot access communications in multicast networks. Shur solves this 
problem so unicast clients can participate in multicast session communications (2: 64-67). 
Generally, Shur provides servers in the unicast network that function as gateways to the 
multicast network so unicast clients can access multicast sessions (3: 33-36). 
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Overview of Independent Claims 

In performing a web transaction, a client receives a form from a server. The form 
includes a unique identifier that identifies the web transaction. The client enters data into the 
form and sends the form, the data, and the unique identifier to the server. Upon receiving the 
information from the client, the server then sends the client a status page and the unique 
identifier for the web transaction. The server also updates a database and generates a log for the 
update. The database update is retried if the log indicates a failure of the database update such 
that the database update is performed at most once. 

Lfiqk pf Specificity in Office Action 

Independent claim 24 recites numerous different elements, such as a form, a unique 
identifier, a log, and a status page. In rejecting claim 24, the Office Action merely cites a large 
section of Shur (namely, column 5 lines 21-65). The Office Action, however, never specifies 
which portions of Shur correspond to which elements in claim 24. In other words, the Office 
Action never argues or specifies which dements of Shur's system correspond with the words in 
claim 24, such as form, unique identifier, log, status page, etc. Applicants believe that such 
specificity is not stated because Shur does not teach a system or method that has dements as 
recited in claim 24. Additionally, Applicants admit that it is extremely difficult to rebut the 
Office Action since the action makes broad generalizations to reject the claims, instead of 
specifying which portions of Shur's teachings correspond to which dements in the claims. 

.Argument: Independent Claim 24 

As one example, independent 24 recites "obtaining a request to reload a status page." 
Shur does not teach reloading a status page. In Shur, the client completes a form and sends the 
completed form to the server (5: 57-59). If the fields in the form are not correctly con^leted, 
then "an error message is returned to the client" (5: 60-61). Thus, Shur sends a client an error 
message. Sending a client an error message does not teach "reloading a status page." First, an 
error message is not a status page. Second, the error message is not "reloaded." In other words, 
the specification of Shur simply does not teach the recitations of the claim. 

For at least these reasons, independent claim 24 is allowable over Shur. The dependent 
claims are allowable for at least these reasons. 
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As another example, independent claim 24 recites obtaining a request to reload a status 
page * "such that the request includes the unique identifier. 9 * Shur does not t each a request to 
reload a status page such that the request itself includes the unique identifier for the web 
transaction, As noted above, Shur sends a client an error if the form is not correctly completed. 
Nowhere whatsoever does Shur teach or even suggest that the error message includes the login 
ID of the client 1 

For at least these reasons, independent claim 24 is allowable over Shur. The dependent 
claims are allowable for at least these reasons. 

As yet other examples, independent claim 24 recites the following recitations: 

accessing the log in response to the request and retrying the database 
update if the log indicates a failure of the database update such that the 
database update is performed at most once. 

Shur does not teach these recitations. The Office Action cites column 5, lines 2 1 -65, but 
Applicants respectfully disagree for numerous reasons. 

First, the recitation states "accessing die log in response to the request 19 to reload a status 
page. The Office Action has not cited a portion of Shur that corresponds to this recitation. Shur 
does teach that if the data in the form is correctly completed, then the server stores the data in a 
file that is indexed to the login id (S: 60-63). Shur, however, never teaches a request to reload a 
status page. Shur never teaches accessing the file (i.e., log) in response to a request to reload a 
status page. 

For at least these reasons, independent claim 24 is allowable over Shur. The dependent 
claims are allowable for at least these reasons. 

Second, the recitation states c< retrying the database update if the log Indicates a failure 
of the database update" (emphasis added). The Office Action has not cited a portion of Shur that 
corresponds to this recitation* Shur does teach that if the data in the form is not correctly 
completed, then the server sends the client an error message (5: 60-61). Shur, however, never 



1 The Office Action equates the claimed "unique identifier" with Shur*s login ID that the client sends to the server to . 
create a new multicast session. 

3 
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teaches retrying an update if the log itself indicates a feilure. The log in Shur never indicates a 
failure. 

For at least these reasons, independent claim 24 is allowable over Shur. The dependent 
claims are allowable for at least these reasons. 

Third, the recitation states that if the log indicates a failure, "the database update is 
performed at mart once" (emphasis added). The Office Action has not cited a portion of Shur 
that corresponds to this recitation. Shur does teach that if the data in the form is correctly 
completed, then the server stores the data in a file that is indexed to the login id; otherwise an 
error is sent (5: 60-63). Shur never teaches whatsoever that if (he log indicates a failure, then the . 
database update is performed at most once. 

For at least these reasons, the independent claims are allowable over Shur. The dependent 
claims are allowable for at least these reasons. 

The Examiner has refused to allow any claims. The dependent claims recite elements that 
are clearly not show in Shur. Examples are provided below. 

Argument' Dependent Claim 25 

Dependent claim 25 recites that the form is obtained "in a post command from the 
client." In Shur, the client does sent a completed form back to the server. Shur, however, is 
completely silent about sending the form as a "post command." 

Argument: Dependent Claim 26 

Dependent claim 26 recites that the request to reload is automatically generated by the 
status page at the client. Shur teaches that a client sends the form to a saver. If the form is not 
completed correctly, then the server sends an error message to the client. Even assuming 
arguendo that Shur 1 s error message is a status page (which it is not), nowhere does Shur teach 
that the error message automatically generates a request to reload at the client. 
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Argument: Dependent Claim 28 

Dependent claim 28 recites that the request to reload includes a set of data for retrying the 
database update. The Office Action argues that Shur teaches this recitation since Shur mentions 
numerous fields in the form and includes session ids, etc. Applicants respectfully argue that the 
Examiner is not considering all of the recitations as they actually appear in the claim The claim 
recites that the request to reload itself includes a set of data for retrying the database update. In 
Shur, the numerous fields and session ids are not included in a request to reload. 

Argument: Dependent Claim 30 

Dependent claim 30 recites that update includes rolling back the database update after a 
timeout period and then retrying the database update. The Office Action cites column 6, lines 1 5- 
41 in Shur. Nowhere does this section in Shur teach ■'rolling back the database update 1 * or 
performing a roll back after a "timeout period/' 

Argument; Dependent Claim 3 1 

Dependent claim 31 recites determining a timeout period in response to a times tamp 
contained in the status page. The Office action cites oolumn 5, lines 49-57. This section of Shur 
does teach that the form includes "a filed to set the Multicast packet Time to Live value." But 
this teaching has nothing to do with the claimed recitation "determining a timeout period in 
response to a Hmestamp contained in the status page." 



Philip S. Lyren 
Reg. No. 40,709 
Ph: 281-514-8236 
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